One of the functions of hierarchies is to identify and confer status and power to individuals. The distinction between these constructs, unfortunately, is often blurred. In this article, status refers to the social position afforded to a person, whereas power refers to the ability to influence others' behaviors. These constructs are often, but not always, related to each other; individuals with higher status often have more power.
Despite the fact that hierarchies are universal aspects of human social groups, there is no individual-difference measure that assesses how people differentiate their behaviors or attribute power to others according to perceived status differences. In this article, this process is called status differentiation. One of the goals of the studies presented here is to report on the development of such a measure (the Status Differentiation Scale [SDS] ) and to present preliminary findings concerning its psychometric reliability and validity.
CULTURE AND STATUS DIFFERENTIATION
Different national groups are associated with different cultures, and cultural differences presumably originate because of differences in the ecological contexts in which they exist (Georgas, van de Vijver, & Berry, 2004) . Culture can be defined as a unique meaning and information system that ensures survival, enables the pursuit of well-being, and is transmitted from one generation to the next (Matsumoto & Juang, in press ). For instance, living in a rugged terrain in extreme climates that are not amenable to growing much food will produce different ways of living-a different culture-than living in a flourishing, arable land with moderate climates and an abundance of food.
One way of differentiating national cultures is in terms of their aggregate, country-level values. Although many cultural value-related dimensions have been generated through the years, those most related to status differentiation are Hofstede's (1980 Hofstede's ( , 2001 power distance and Schwartz's (2004) hierarchy and egalitarianism. Hofstede's framework was based partly on the work by Mulder (1976 Mulder ( , 1977 , who defined power distance as the difference in power between two individuals. Hofstede's large-scale study of work-related values produced a wide range of cultural differences on this dimension, with countries low on power distance minimizing power and status inequalities and countries high on it maximizing them.
Schwartz's work focuses on general values, which are desirable goals that serve as guiding principles in people's lives (Rokeach, 1973; Schwartz, 1992 Schwartz, , 1994b . Cultures high on hierarchy (and low on egalitarianism) tend to emphasize power and status differences among interactants; cultures low on hierarchy (and high on egalitarianism) tend to minimize such differences and distribute resources more equally. As would be expected, power distance is positively correlated with hierarchy and negatively correlated with egalitarianism on the country level (Schwartz, 2004) .
Cultural differences on power distance, hierarchy, and egalitarianism may influence the process of status differentiation among its members in many ways. For example, different cultures may apply different criteria to afford status. Hierarchical, high power-distance cultures may tend to use fixed attributes of individuals, such as age, seniority, or sex, as criteria to afford status. In egalitarian, low power-distance cultures, educational degrees, performance, or ability may be used as such criteria.
Cultures may also differ in the degree of differentiation in behaviors according to status. Hierarchical, high power-distance cultures should foster a greater differentiation according to status, whereas egalitarian, low power-distance cultures should foster less.
Until now, these ideas could not be tested directly because of the lack of an individualdifference measure of status differentiation. Another goal of the studies presented here, therefore, is to test some of these ideas by comparing a relatively egalitarian, low powerdistance culture (the United States) with two cultures that are more hierarchical and higher in power distance (Japan and South Korea).
THE SDS
As a first step in developing this scale, the literature for theories, research, and previously developed scales on or about the differentiation of one's behavior in social interactions with people of different status was reviewed. On the basis of this literature, different teams of research assistants generated items assessing attitudes, values, and behaviors that occur when one interacts with others of varying status. To assess status differentiation across different contexts, we considered interactions with people of higher, same, and lower status than oneself and how status differentiation may occur in different contexts (e.g., school, work, family, etc.). We conducted multiple pilot tests involving various combinations of items, status levels, and contexts and made numerous changes to the instrument on the basis of the feedback received. The final version of the SDS contained 31 items assessing behavioral responses when interacting with higher-, same-, and lower-status individuals in two contexts: work and school. (That is, the same individual rated each of the items toward higher-, same-, and lower-status others, producing upward, lateral, and downward data.) For the work context, individuals responded in relation to their interactions with superiors, colleagues, and subordinates; for school, individuals responded in relation to interactions with teachers, classmates, and students whom they themselves teach. Each behavior was rated for appropriateness using a 7-point scale from 0 = not appropriate at all to 6 = very appropriate.
Status differentiation as measured by the SDS should be related to, but is conceptually distinct from, Schwartz's (Schwartz, Melech, Lehmann, Harris, & Owens, 2001; Schwartz & Sagiv, 1995) Power scale. The degree to which an individual values social power, wealth, authority, or the preservation of one's public image, which are the items loading on the Power value scale, may indeed reflect the degree to which individuals use this value as a guiding principle in their lives. But the degree to which individuals value power may be conceptually distinct from the degree to which individuals differentiate their behaviors according to others' status differences. A person who values power highly in his or her life may also be high or low on status differentiation.
The SDS is also conceptually distinct from Pratto, Sidanius, Stallworth, & Malle's (1994) measure of social dominance orientation, which refers to an individual's preference for group-based inequality (Pratto et al., 2000) and not the degree to which individuals differentiate their behaviors according to that inequality. Similar differences exist between the SDS and the Dominance subscale of the California Psychological Inventory (Gough, 1986) and the Conscientiousness dimension in the five-factor model of personality (Costa & McCrae, 1992; McCrae & Costa, 1999) . The SDS is also conceptually distinct from measures of upward or downward influence (Fu & Yukl, 2000; Yukl, Fu, & McDonald, 2003) , because there is no assumption about how status-differentiating behaviors are used to influence others of different status.
OVERVIEW OF THE STUDIES REPORTED AND HYPOTHESES
This article reports three studies. The purpose of Study 1 was to establish the scoring procedure for the SDS and examine its internal reliability and construct validity through correlations with validated measures of allocentrism and personality. Allocentrism refers to collectivism on the individual level (Triandis, Bontempo, Betancourt, & Bond, 1986) , Matsumoto / STATUS DIFFERENTIATION SCALE 415 and this construct was chosen because theoretically allocentrism and status differentiation should be related to each other: Individuals who differentiate their behaviors more according to status hierarchies within a group should also endorse more values, attitudes, and behaviors that promote the uniqueness, cohesion, and functioning of an in-group. These relationships exist on the country level: Hofstede's (2001) power distance is negatively correlated with individualism; Schwartz's (2004) hierarchy is positively correlated with embeddedness and egalitarianism is positively correlated with autonomy. We thus hypothesized that allocentrism would be positively correlated with status differentiation.
With regard to personality, we opted to use a broad measure of personality traits, the Adjective Check List (ACL; Gough, 1965) , because some traits are directly or indirectly related to power, status, and dominance. We thus hypothesized that status differentiation would be correlated with those ACL scales related to these constructs. 
MEASURES
The ICIAI. The ICIAI is a 25-item test measuring individual differences in allocentric values and attitudes related to social interaction in four social relationships, two of which are typically in-groups (family, close friends) and two of which are out-groups (colleagues and strangers). Although the original ICIAI includes ratings of both values and behaviors, only the values section was used. Participants were given definitions of each of the groups and rated the importance of the items using a 7-point scale from not at all important (0) to very important (6). They were instructed to treat each relationship as a general category. Four scale scores were created by averaging items within each relationship (αs = .82, .78, .84, and .83 for family, friends, colleagues, and strangers, respectively). Higher scores on the two in-groups reflected greater allocentrism. Lower scores toward the two out-groups also reflected greater allocentrism, because allocentrism refers to behaviors, attitudes, and values that enable in-group cooperation, harmony, and cohesion. Higher scores on these items toward out-groups-acquaintances and strangers-reflect less in-group-specific values and thus less allocentrism.
The ACL. The ACL is a list of 300 adjectives describing an aspect of personality. Participants checked all adjectives that best described their personality. Scores were computed by counting the adjectives that loaded on the following personality traits: total number of favorable adjectives checked, self-confidence, self-control, lability, personal adjustment, achievement, dominance, endurance, order, intraception, nurturance, affiliation, heterosexuality, exhibition, autonomy, aggression, change, succorance, abasement, deference, male counseling readiness, and female counseling readiness (αs = .76 to .97).
Procedures. The SDS was distributed to the participants, who either were given class time to complete the measure or took the measure home and returned it the next class session. After the administration of the SDS, the ICIAI and ACL were administered individually in 2-week intervals. For each of the subsequent measures collected, participants also were given class time to complete the measure or took the measure home and returned it the next class session.
RESULTS

Determination of scoring procedure, internal reliabilities, and structural relationships.
To determine first how the items differentiated status, a one-way, repeated-measures ANOVA comparing high versus same and same versus low was computed on each item, separately for the work and school domains. All Fs were significant (table of means and Fs available from the author). Cohen's d was also computed for each comparison. The analyses produced two different sets of items, one in which higher-status individuals were rated significantly higher than lower-status individuals (mean d = 0.37) and one with differences in the opposite direction (mean d = -0.53). The former set included items that reflected compliance, the monitoring of one's emotions, and formal address; this set of items was called self-regulation. The latter included items that reflected assertiveness, aggression, or the breaking of social convention; this set of items was called assertiveness (see appendix for listing of items). Scores for status differentiation were then computed by first calculating the difference between ratings of higher and same (higher-same) and same and lower (lower-same) status, separately for each item, and then averaging across items separately for assertiveness and self-regulation and collapsing across the work and school domains. The former set of items was called upward assertiveness and upward self-regulation; the other was called downward assertiveness and downward self-regulation. Cronbach's α for these four scores were high (Table 1 ; α = .74 to .88).
Intercorrelations indicated that the two assertiveness scores were positively correlated with each other, the two self-regulation scores were positively correlated with each other, and the assertiveness scores were negatively correlated with the self-regulation scores (Table 1) ; individuals who regulated themselves more toward either higher-or lower-status others were also less assertive. Based on this pattern of intercorrelations, a total differentiation score was computed by summing the two self-regulation scores and subtracting the two assertiveness scores (α = .91). Higher scores on total differentiation reflected higher status differentiation.
Construct validity.
To assess the construct validity of the SDS, its scores were correlated with the ICIAI and ACL, controlling for age and sex. Table 2 presents all correlations; for parsimony, we focus the report here in text on total differentiation. As predicted, higher degrees of allocentrism were correlated with greater status differentiation. The positive correlation between total differentiation and ICIAI family and close friends scores indicated that individuals who were more status differentiating had higher allocentrism scores toward their families and friends. The fact that the correlations for ICIAI acquaintances and strangers scores were in the opposite direction made sense, given that higher ICIAI scores for these groups reflect lower allocentrism, as mentioned above in the Methods. The standard deviation among the ICIAI scores across the four social relationships was also computed. This variability score can be interpreted as another index of allocentrism, because one aspect of allocentrism is the differentiation of one's in-groups from outgroups. Larger variability among the ICIAI scores, therefore, reflects greater differences in allocentric values across contexts. This variability in allocentrism was positively correlated with total differentiation, indicating that individuals with greater context-related variance in allocentric values tended to be more status differentiating.
There were a number of significant and interpretable correlations with the ACL. Total differentiation was positively correlated with the number of favorable adjectives checked, selfconfidence, intraception, nurturance, personal adjustment, and affiliation, and marginally positively correlated with self-control, lability, achievement, endurance, order, and heterosexuality. Total differentiation was also marginally negatively correlated with aggression. This pattern of correlations suggested that individuals with a high degree of status differentiation were more positively socialized and well adjusted into mainstream culture.
Additional analyses. One-sample t tests were also computed on each of the SDS scores, examining whether their means were significantly different from zero. This analysis was important because given the scoring procedures, a mean of zero would indicate no differentiation as a function of status. All t tests were significant, t(354) = -25.90, p < .001; t(354) = 3.63, p < .05; t(354) = 25.02, p < .001; t(354) = -10.06, p < .001; and t(354) = 23.68, p < .001, for upward assertiveness, downward assertiveness, upward self-regulation, downward self-regulation, and total differentiation, respectively. Cohen's ds associated with these findings indicated very large effects for upward assertiveness, upward selfregulation, and total differentiation, d = 1.38, 1.33, and 1.26, respectively; large effects for downward self-regulation, d = .54; and small effects for downward assertiveness, d = .19. In general, Americans rated assertiveness in both directions as not appropriate and selfregulation in both directions as appropriate.
A three-way ANOVA using scale (assertiveness vs. self-regulation), direction (upward vs. downward), and gender produced no significant effects of gender. There was also no gender difference on the total differentiation score.
DISCUSSION
The findings from Study 1 indicate the existence of different dimensions of the construct of status differentiation. One referred to what was being differentiated, allowing for an identification of behaviors related to assertiveness and self-regulation. The former referred to behaviors related to dominating a conversation, challenging the other, or raising one's voice. The latter referred to behaviors related to displaying a pleasant attitude, hiding negative feelings, and being careful of one's emotions. The other concerned the direction of the differentiation. This delineation is important theoretically because individuals should be able to differentiate their behaviors differently according to whether they interact with higher-or lower-status others. Moreover, drawing a distinction between upward and downward differentiation allowed an examination of where differentiation occurred and whether they occurred to the same degree for higher-and lower-status interactions.
Together, these findings indicate that status differentiation is a multifaceted construct and that differentiating one's behavior in relation to interactions with higher-status others may be different than differentiating one's behavior with lower-status others. For the Americans in Study 1, upward and downward assertiveness were positively correlated, Matsumoto / STATUS DIFFERENTIATION SCALE 419 indicating that those who endorsed assertive behaviors toward higher-status others also endorsed them toward lower-status others. Likewise, upward self-regulation was positively correlated with downward self-regulation, indicating that individuals who regulated themselves when interacting with higher-status others also did so when interacting with lowerstatus others.
The consistent pattern of correlations among these four scores allowed for the computation of a total differentiation score, which reflected the overall degree to which an individual endorsed differentiated behaviors according to the status differential of the interactants. Internal reliability statistics for all scores were high, and the structural relationships among the scores provided evidence for their convergent validity. Correlations with both allocentrism and a number of personality traits measured by the ACL were consistent with the hypotheses and provided further evidence of the construct validity of the SDS. To be sure, the findings were not perfect; for example, there was no correlation between the SDS and ACL abasement scores, and only one SDS scale was correlated with ACL dominance scores. Nevertheless, the overall pattern of findings was fairly supportive of the predicted relationships and provided support for the construct validity of the SDS in the American sample.
Some of the strongest correlations, in fact, were obtained not with the scale scores used as criterion variables but instead with the variability (standard deviation) of the four ICIAI scores. This variability reflects some degree of cross-context differences in response, and it is notable that the SDS, as a measure of how individuals differentiate their behaviors as a function of context (status) differences, was highly correlated with the variance in allocentrism. The concept of status differentiation developed and operationalized here focuses on the importance of context and the differentiation of one's behavior according to context, and the recognition of contextual differences is a necessary component of status differentiation. In this vein, it is probably related to Hall's (1966 Hall's ( , 1973 notion of high-versus low-context cultures. High-context cultures are those that foster the differentiation of one's behavior in different contexts, whereas low-context cultures are those that minimize crosscontext differences. That all SDS scores were correlated with the variability among the ICIAI scores across its four social relationships (family, friends, colleagues, and strangers) suggests that it is tapping this cross-context aspect of culture and individual behavior. Examinations of intracultural variation of psychological processes can serve to highlight important cultural differences heretofore unexamined (Au, 1999 (Au, , 2000 , and the findings of this study can certainly encourage others to do so in the future.
STUDY 2
The purpose of Study 2 was to cross-validate the SDS with a different sample of Americans and extend the validity test to a sample from a different country, Japan. Japan is considered a more status-differentiating and hierarchically oriented culture than the United States (Hofstede, 2001; Nakane, 1970) . We hypothesized that we would replicate the psychometric properties of the SDS in Japan and, by using the same measure of allocentrism as that used in Study 1, replicate the relationships between allocentrism and status differentiation. Additionally, we sought to test the hypothesis discussed in the introduction that a relatively hierarchical, high power-distance culture such as Japan would have higher mean scores on status differentiation than a culture relatively more egalitarian and low power distance such as the United States.
JOURNAL OF CROSS-CULTURAL PSYCHOLOGY
METHOD
The data for this study were merged from two other studies (Matsumoto, Choi, Hirayama, Domae, & Yamaguchi, 2003; Matsumoto et al., 2002) . Although the specific instruments used in each differed, the two common measures were the SDS and ICIAI. The analyses and findings presented in this article are new and do not overlap with previous publications.
Participants. The participants were 196 Americans (128 females, 68 males; mean age = 24.91) and 224 Japanese (116 females, 108 males; mean age = 21.00) recruited from psychology classes in San Francisco and Tokyo. All participated voluntarily and were born and raised in their respective countries, with English and Japanese their primary languages.
Measures. All participants completed an abbreviated, 20-item version of the SDS and an abbreviated, 19-item version of the ICIAI (values only), which has been used reliably and validly in Japan (Matsumoto et al., 1997) . The items on the SDS were those that had the highest item-total correlations on both subscales in Study 1 (asterisked items in the appendix). The version of the ICIAI used in this study asked respondents to rate 19 items in four social relationships: family, close friends, colleagues, and strangers (six items were dropped from the original ICIAI because of low item-total correlations). Scores for each relationship were computed by averaging across all items within each (α for the United States = 0.91; for Japan = 0.93).
Procedures. All measures were translated into Japanese, and the semantic equivalence of the translation was verified using back translation, which occurred with no problems. The experiments consisted of a laboratory portion involving judgments of facial expressions and the completion of paper-and-pencil instruments. The judgment tasks and questionnaires were counterbalanced, and the instructions for the SDS and ICIAI were exactly the same as in Study 1.
RESULTS
Internal reliabilities and structural relationships across cultures.
Cronbach's αs were computed on all five SDS subscales, separately for the United States and Japan (Table 1 ). All were high: α = .73 to .90 for the United States; α = .73 to .92 for Japan. Intercorrelations for the United States produced exactly the same pattern as that found in Study 1. For Japan, however, some interesting differences emerged concerning downward self-regulation, which was positively correlated with both Assertiveness scales and negatively with upward selfregulation. This finding suggested differential function of self-regulation in Japan toward higher-and lower-status others; those who regulated more toward lower-status others also were more assertive toward both higher-and lower-status others. (As in Study 1, one-way ANOVAs on each of the items were also computed across the three status levels, separately for Americans and Japanese, as well as Cohen's ds associated with the high vs. low comparison on each item. The findings were the same between the Americans and Japanese, indicating equivalent functioning on the item level in both countries. The same findings occurred with the American and South Korean data in Study 3, as well.)
Construct validities across cultures. Correlations were computed between the SDS and ICIAI, separately for Americans and Japanese, controlling for age and sex ( Table 2 ). The American data replicated those from Study 1; total differentiation was positively correlated with allocentrism toward ICIAI family and ICIAI variability and negatively with ICIAI colleagues and strangers. A similar pattern of data was found for the Japanese, where total differentiation was positively correlated with ICIAI family, close friends, and variability and negatively correlated with ICIAI strangers. This pattern of findings indicates that greater status differentiation was associated with greater allocentrism in both countries, as predicted.
Country differences. A four-factor mixed ANOVA was computed using country, gender, scale, and direction as factors. The Country × Scale × Direction interaction was significant, F(1, 405) = 12.50, p < .01, partial η 2 = .03. Simple effects analyses indicated that Americans had higher scores than the Japanese on upward self-regulation, F(1, 407) = 26.19, p < .01, partial η 2 = .06, contrary to prediction. The Japanese, however, had higher scores than the Americans on downward self-regulation and downward assertiveness, F(1, 407) = 20.84, p < .01, partial η 2 = .05; F(1, 407) = 51.47, p < .01, partial η 2 = .11, respectively, consistent with prediction.
Because the SDS scales were correlated with the ICIAI scales, it is possible that the above country differences were confounded by country differences on ICIAI. I thus recomputed the above overall ANOVA using the ICIAI scores as covariates. The Country × Scale × Direction interaction was still significant, F(1, 404) = 12.34, p < .01, partial η 2 = .03. Simple effects produced exactly the same findings as those reported immediately above, indicating that differences on allocentrism did not confound the country differences on status differentiation. 29, for upward assertiveness, downward assertiveness, upward self-regulation, and downward self-regulation, respectively. Like the Americans, the Japanese rated upward assertiveness as not appropriate, t(219) = 16.19, p < .01, d = 1.09, and upward and downward self-regulation as appropriate, t(219) = 7.34, p < .01, d = .49 and t(219) = 10.42, p < .01, d = .70, respectively. Unlike the Americans, however, the Japanese rated downward assertiveness as more appropriate, t(219) = 5.92, p < .01, d = .40.
DISCUSSION
Study 2 provided a cross-validation of the SDS with a different sample of Americans, indicating its internal reliability, structural relationships, and correlations with allocentrism. The Japanese sample replicated the psychometric properties of the SDS, suggesting its cross-cultural equivalence. The mean differences also provided some insight as to how status differentiation differs in Japan and the United States. Specifically, the Japanese endorsed downward self-regulation and downward assertiveness more than did the Americans. The findings on downward assertiveness suggest that the Japanese may use this approach to reinforce status and power hierarchies more than do Americans.
The findings, however, were not perfect. Although the correlations between SDS total differentiation and the ICIAI generally confirmed hypotheses, correlations with specific ICIAI scales were not always consistent with predictions. I have no post hoc interpretations of why this may be, other than sampling error. Perhaps the correlations obtained with total differentiation were aided because this score is more reliable than the other SDS scale scores. The findings also indicated that the Americans were more upwardly self-regulating, contrary to hypothesis. Future studies will need to examine if this finding can be replicated.
STUDY 3
The goal of Study 3 was to extend the validity data of the SDS to a different country, South Korea, which theoretically is a more hierarchical, high power-distance country relative to the United States. Also, Study 3 examined the relationship between the SDS and specific values theoretically related to status differentiation as measured by the Schwartz Value Survey (Schwartz, 1992 (Schwartz, , 1994a Schwartz, Sagiv, & Boehnke, 2000) .
METHOD
Participants. The participants were 315 Americans (226 females, 89 males; mean age = 24.22) and 156 South Koreans (67 females, 89 males; mean age = 21.26) recruited from psychology classes at large universities in San Francisco and Seoul. All participated voluntarily and were born and raised in their respective countries, with English and Korean their primary languages.
Measures. The participants completed the same 20-item SDS as in Study 2. In addition, they completed an abbreviated, 20-item version of the Schwartz Value Survey that included the items loading on the following scales: power (4 items), conformity (4 items), tradition (5 items), and security (5 items); two items not loading on these scales were used as fillers, but they did correspond to the country-level values of hierarchy. These scales, especially power, were selected for use in this study because they are theoretically related to status differentiation. Scores were computed for each scale by calculating the mean of the items loading on it; in addition, a total individual mean of items was calculated and used to control for individual response tendencies. The participants also completed a battery of other tests not germane to this project.
Procedures. All measures were translated into Korean, and accuracy of the translation was verified by back-translation procedures. In the United States, students took home a packet including all the instruments and returned it the next week for extra credit in a psychology class. In Korea, participants were recruited from psychology classes as part of class work or through friends and completed the questionnaires either in class or at home. In both countries, the order of the instruments within the packets was randomized.
RESULTS
Internal reliabilities and structural relationships across cultures.
Cronbach's αs on all SDS subscales were computed, separately for the United States and Korea. All were high for the United States: α = .75 to .95; for Korea, all but one were acceptable: α = .56 to .94 (Table 1 ). The pattern of intercorrelations for the United States was exactly the same as that found in Studies 1 and 2. For Korea, all but one correlation were the same as those obtained for the United States. These data suggest that the SDS scores were structurally organized equivalently in this country.
Construct validities.
Correlations between the SDS scales and the four Schwartz Value Survey scales were computed ( Table 2 ). The same results were obtained regardless of whether the overall scores on the Schwartz scale were partialed. In the United States, total differentiation was positively correlated with power, as predicted, but negatively correlated with tradition and conformity. For Korea, none of the correlations involving total differentiation was significant, but inspection of the scale scores indicated that this might be because of differential functioning of the separate dimensions of status differentiation. For example, there was a negative correlation between upward assertiveness and power, but a positive correlation between downward assertiveness and power, suggesting that Koreans who valued power endorsed assertiveness toward higher-status others less but toward lower-status others more. On the whole, the findings provided modest support for the construct validity of the SDS in both countries.
Country differences. A four-factor mixed ANOVA was computed using country, gender, scale, and direction as factors. The Country × Scale × Direction interaction was significant, F(1, 389) = 5.90, p < .05, partial η 2 = .02. Simple effects analyses indicated that Koreans rated upward assertiveness and downward self-regulation as less appropriate than did Americans, F(1, 395) = 36.43, p < .01, partial η 2 = .08; F(1, 393) = 3.87, p < .05, partial η 2 = .01, providing support for the hypothesis that South Korea had higher status differentiation than the United States. As a manipulation check, we also computed the country-level scores on hierarchy using the Schwartz Value Survey. As expected, the mean for South Korea (4.26) was higher than the mean for the United States (3.70).
These same analyses were recomputed using the Schwartz Value Survey scores as covariates. The Country × Scale × Direction interaction was still marginally significant, F(1, 378) = 2.82, p < .10, partial η 2 = .01. Simple effects analyses produced exactly the same findings as those reported immediately above, indicating that differences on values did not confound the country differences on status differentiation reported earlier.
Additional analyses. As in Studies 1 and 2, t tests were computed to examine whether each of the SDS scale scores deviated from zero. The findings were the same for both the Americans and Koreans, replicating Studies 1 and 2. Both rated upward assertiveness, t (242) 
DISCUSSION
Study 3 provided another cross-validation of the SDS with a different sample of Americans, indicating its internal reliability, structural relationships, and correlations with allocentrism. The Korean sample replicated the psychometric properties of the SDS, suggesting its cross-cultural equivalence. The mean differences observed were expected, as Koreans were more status differentiating than the Americans, and these differences could not be accounted for by values. The pattern of findings with the Schwartz Value Survey provided a modest degree of support for the construct validity of the SDS in both countries and, more important, suggested differential functioning of status differentiation in both.
Because the pattern of correlations was not easily interpreted, future studies will need to explore further the nature of these relationships and their replicability.
GENERAL DISCUSSION
The findings from all three studies provided support for the existence of the four subscales of status differentiation and preliminary evidence for their reliability and validity. To be sure, these studies were not conducted without limitations. Caution should be exercised when a measure is developed in one cultural context (the United States) and then validated in others (Japan, Korea). Indigenous efforts may produce different measurement systems, and the exporting of a measure from one context to another may impose a cultural framework that does not make sense in the importing countries. Moreover, the SDS is based on a theoretical framework that posits differences between the definitions of status and power, how cultures are likely to attribute power to different statuses, and how individuals are likely to differentiate their behaviors according to the status inequalities that exist between them. A different conceptual framework would lead to a different measure of status differentiation, and the field should welcome such approaches. The SDS was cross-validated in only two cultures, and as a measure of cultural variability, it should tap into reliable cultural differences across a broader range of cultures; future research should welcome such tests. Finally, because participants are instructed to give their ratings to general categories of high or low status, it is possible that they envisioned different specific individuals in those categories, and these differences may have confounded the cross-cultural results. The results reported in this article should be interpreted with these caveats.
The explication of different facets of status differentiation-assertiveness and selfregulation-and different directions-upward and downward-suggest the complexity of this construct. Future research should investigate the existence of other facets, as well. Albeit on the country level, Hofstede's (2001) power distance, for instance, refers to the degree to which less powerful individuals accept power and status differentials. Future efforts may be directed to the development of measures of this acceptance on the individual level. Schwartz's (2004) hierarchy and egalitarian dimensions, also on the country level, refer to responsible cooperation to achieve societal tasks. Future efforts may be directed to the development of measures of this aspect of status differentiation on the individual level, as well.
One issue that was not addressed in the studies above, but was mentioned in the introduction, is the degree to which different cultures will ascribe status to different social roles and use different criteria by which that ascription occurs. Who is of higher or lower status, and why, across cultures is an interesting and important question that contemporary studies have not yet explored.
The data we did obtain provided interesting ideas about how status differentiation occurs differently in different cultural contexts. In the United States and South Korea, for example, assertiveness was negatively correlated with self-regulation. Also, both Americans and South Koreans rated assertiveness more inappropriate with higher-and lower-status others, and self-regulation more appropriate with higher-and lower-status others. Thus for Americans and South Koreans, the specific direction of status differentiation did not matter; they appeared to be equally deferential to high-and low-status others (albeit there were country differences in the mean levels of several of the scales). This reflects an egalitarian type of status differentiation. For the Japanese, however, those who rated self-regulation toward lower-status others as appropriate also rated assertiveness toward higher-and Matsumoto / STATUS DIFFERENTIATION SCALE 427 lower-status others appropriate. Moreover, the Japanese rated assertiveness toward lowerstatus others appropriate even though they rated assertiveness inappropriate toward higherstatus others. For the Japanese, therefore, the direction of status differentiation mattered, and they were more deferential to the higher-status person regardless of the relationship. This reflects a hierarchical type of status differentiation. Future studies will need to explore the nature of egalitarian versus hierarchical types of status differentiation more fully.
The SDS provides researchers interested not only in power and status but specifically in the differentiation of behaviors across status, and cultural differences in such differentiation, a tool not heretofore available to pursue interesting questions. Future research can, for instance, examine how status differentiation is related to other cross-context consistencies and differences and its relationships with other psychological processes. Research on cultural transmission can investigate how the notion of status differentiation is handed down from one generation to the next, how it develops and emerges in individuals, and whether its developmental trajectory is different in different cultures. Future studies will need to examine the degree to which the SDS can predict differences in actual behaviors of individuals in different contexts interacting with people of different status. That the Japanese participants in Ekman's (1972) classic study of facial expressions of emotion masked their negative feelings in the presence of a higher-status experimenter although they displayed the same expressions as did Americans when alone is suggestive of such differential behaviors according to context and is commensurate with the findings reported in Study 2.
The availability of a measure of status differentiation aids future research in testing the degree to which individual differences on this dimension can mediate cross-cultural differences on psychological variables. Although the mediation of individual-level measures of individualism versus collectivism and its related construct, independent versus interdependent self-construals (Gudykunst, Matsumoto, & Ting-Toomey, 1996; Singelis, 1994) , have been successfully documented to some degree (Lam & Zane, 2004; Singelis, Bond, Sharkey, & Lai, 1999; Uskul, Hynie, & Lalonde, 2004) , they certainly do not account for all cultural differences in cognition, emotion, and motivation. This is partly because predicted relationships between countries and independent and interdependent self-construalsespecially between the United States and Japan, which serves as a comparison in so many studies-have not always been supported by data (Matsumoto, 1999 (Matsumoto, , 2002 Oyserman, Coon, & Kemmelmeier, 2002; Takano & Osaka, 1999) , or they have failed to correlate with the dependent variables (Chang, Arkin, Leong, Chan, & Leung, 2004) . Both conditions are necessary for mediation to occur (except the latter is more difficult to document because these studies tend to go unpublished).
Future research testing the contribution of status differentiation to cultural differences, or the relative contribution of both individualism and status differentiation, can certainly improve this situation. Not only should the incorporation of an additional measure of cultural variation account for data better, it should lead to new and different theoretical understandings of the relationship between culture, self, and psychological processes and may account for cultural differences in behaviors in contexts related to status. High-versus lowstatus-differentiating selves may coexist with independent and interdependent senses of self, and it is entirely plausible that different aspects of self are activated in different contexts (Trafimow, Triandis, & Goto, 1991) . The possible contributions of such hierarchical versus egalitarian selves, in addition to independent and interdependent selves, may be an important development in the evolution of thinking in the field. The findings in Studies 2 and 3 that indicate that SDS accounts for variance in country differences unique from collectivism or power values, but not vice versa, speaks strongly to this possibility.
